The political regimes, social development and economic performance in Central Asian countries since their independence have been comprehensively and controversially discussed in the existing literature. This holds particularly true for the region's two politically and economically most important states, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. 1 This literature shows that these authoritarian regimes have developed different, but structurally similar forms of political and economic governance that have demonstrated a high degree of stability over time. In addition, both economies have performed better, with a higher degree of sustainability, than have other countries in the region. Economic success, political stability, minimum social standards, the provision of public goods and effective nation-building efforts since 1991 have all contributed to enhancing the legitimacy of the political leadership in both countries. The accomplishments with regard to international recognition and the adoption of development models based on the experiences of other so-called developmental states have enhanced external legitimation (Stark, 2012; Ahrens and Stark, 2014 ). It appears that legitimacy patterns in both countries can be basically explained by using Holmes ' (1993; 2010) modes of legitimation.
Furthermore, political leaders have managed to balance political and economic inter-elite conflicts of interests. Those in power have increased the economies' attractiveness to foreign investors (especially in Kazakhstan) by keeping careful control of overall economic activities, while avoiding a sell-off of national assets. Authorities in both countries promoted the emergence of a politico-economic core sector that has been dominated by the state, but which has also produced sufficient added value on a national basis to enable distribution among the elites (and to some extent non-elites). Finally, they granted individual economic freedoms in the peripheral realms of the economy, providing opportunities (but also creating risks) for small businesses in particular.
The basic premise of this chapter is that Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan's incomplete transitions to the status of developed market economies have been characterized by the emergence of state-capitalist economies with two new sectors. It underpins the view of the existence of dual state-capitalist systems in these two nations, which helped to stabilize expectations among business actors, the general population and external actors. These systems also permitted progress toward economic transition while maintaining government control of strategic sectors of the economy. The main argument of this chapter is that the duality of the national economies helped to further enhance the legitimacy of the political regimes and the counties' individual presidents. As will be shown, the emerging structures of economic governance have served to stabilize the countries' economies and generate profits for elites, while also creating opportunities for non-elites in sustainably growing economies with a basic provision of social standards and stability for most parts of the population.
The dual economies in Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan consist of a core sector and a periphery. The former benefits from the countries' natural endowments and exports to global markets. The independent authoritarian governments are materially financed in each case by a stapleglobalism strategy, which involves the state's direction of exports and select imports. Alongside the core sector is a growing periphery of services and small-business enterprises operating under market conditions with limited state intervention.
This chapter has a twofold objective. First, it addresses the theoretical underpinnings of dual economies and the way they can be applied to transition economies in Eurasia. Secondly, it shows some empirical results for Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan by indicating the role of the state in regulating the core and the peripheral sector, thereby gaining legitimacy by facilitating economic success and social stability. The chapter's outline is as follows: Section 1 discusses various approaches in development economics in general, and more specifically how the dual-economy approach can contribute to understanding the transition to market-oriented economies in Central Asia. Section 2 addresses state capitalism as a specific dual-economy form and suggests how the dualeconomy approach might apply to Central Asia. Section 3 describes the
